DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 107 251 IR 001 991

AUTHOR Roberts, Eric

TITLE Critical Feedback in Self-Instructional Course: Need,
Nature, and Effects.

PUB DATE Apr 75

NOTE 29p.; Not available in hard copy due to marginal

legibility of original document; Paper presented at
the Annual Meeting of the American Educational
Research Association (Washington, D.C., March 30
through April 3, 1975)

L

EDRS PRICE MP-$0.76 HC Not Available from EDRS. PLUS POSTAGE

DESCRIPTORS Autoinstructional Programs; *Communication (Thought
Transfer); *Course Evaluation; Educational Research;
*External Degree Programs; *Feedback; Independent
Study; Individual Development; Instructional Design;
Peinforcement; Student Development; Supervision;
*Teacher Educa*ors; Teaching Methods

ABSTRACT ‘

An investigation into uses of evaluative feedback in
a graduate-level external-studies course in supervision is reported.
Methods of presenting feedback are described, utility and clarity of
feedback discussed, and the role of feedback in external and
traditional instruction compared. Student assessment of the methods
utility and the accuracy of instructors®' comprehension of student
compunication (as perceived by students), and instructors' own
assessments of their teaching are analyzed. Conclusions of both
students and instructors are given, with recommendations for future
feedback methods in external-studies courses. (SK)




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Qritical Feedback
in Self-Instructional Courses:
Need, Nature, and Effects

Exric Roberts

U S OEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
EOUCATION & WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

EDUCATION

THIS DOCUMENT MAS BEEN REPRO
DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN
ATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE
SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY




TABLE OF CONTENTS ¢

Introduction ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ 0 ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o

Presentation of Feedback ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o

Utility and Clarity of Feedback . .

External and Traditional Instruction

-

Conclusions « »

Recommendations

WAooooooooooooo

wnooooooooooooo

12

16

18

19

21

23




INTRODUCTION

Eerly last summer, David Champagne invited me to teach a course with
him. It was to be the first-time offering of a graduate-level external-
studies course in supervision. Without knowing much about external studies,

I accepted. Without knowing how to guarantee successful rssults, we taught.

At the time, neither one of us had had enough experience with this
mode of instruction to feel truly self-assured in it. Neither one of us
knew exactly what was needed to make it work most effectively. Neither
one of us knew what differences to expect from the students, what they might
need, or how to provide that which we conldn't identify. The best option
apparent to us was to try what we thought likely to be good practices and
then to hasard an evaluation that might eventually prescribe revisions.

What follows is a report on the investigation into our uses of evaluative
foodigcck during the first term of this course's offering. This paper will
desoribe some of our teaching habits throughout the term and will present
findings from our evaluation concerning the presentation of feedback (to
students), the utility of this feedback (to students), the accuracy of the
instructors' comprehension of students' communications (as perceived by

_ students), and some relative differences between this mode and traditional
graduste-level course work. Further, the instructors' assessments of their
own instruction (in terms of students' learnings) will be included. Tentative

conclusions and suggestions will be offered.




PRESENTATION OF FEEDBACK

At this sssociation's 1974 meeting, Dr. William Cooley presented a
paper titled: Dimensioning Instructional Processes. Among other points

brought out in the paper, Dr. (ooley identified "Stimulus--response--feedback"
as one of the most critical of classroom variables in a study conducted dy
the Stanford Research Institute. The educational value of feedback is,
of course, undeniable to anyone who has been a student. That it must be
is clear. Hiw it must be is not.

In a recent conversation vith Dr. J;l;s Holland, 1 wo;)dorod about *how,"
I asked about the possibility of using the necessarily delayed sort of
feedback Dr. Champagne and I had offered in our external instruction to create
almost-immediate reinforcement through confirmation. Was it possible that we could
do s0 by approximating the situation in which the student had performed
originally? I thought that our practice of using the students'! words and
examples might be able to recreate the thoughts that had determined the work
and, therefore, offer something close to immediacy in confirmation. Not so,
Dr. Holland explained. It doesn't work that way. And anyway, what was really
called for, he continued, was the development of materials designed to offer
immediate confirmaticn by thenselves--without reliance on an instructor.
“Bat thel almost never happens," he said. In so saying, Dr. Holland justified
the need for evaluative feedback. Almost no materials do offer immediate
confirmation. Murthermore, almost no materials provide sufficient clarity.
Often it is only the feedback from an instructor that establishes the ocontext
necessary for understanding--as especially demonstrated during those frequent

occasions when the answer can be neither 'yes® nor "no."
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Feedback is important. Soth Dr. Chempagne and I belleved so at the
start of our external class and do so still, Because we belisved feedback to
bs important, we ;lnimod our instruction accordingly.

Student materials began to a;'riva through ihe nail after the first of
the three class-interaction sessions. (These materials were pages eauily
removed from the text, with gddiuonal pages supplied by the student s
necessary. For each original set of papers, students supplied one copy for
our files. These were referred to throughout the term when maiting specific
references and for evaluation purposes at the ernd of the tern.) The first
units were svaluated but were not graded, This was an sffort Lo demonstrate

what would be expected without punishing the students for not knowing in

the beginning.

M;hout the rest of the term, we received the work sheets as the students
submitted them, when they chose and in the order they chose. Both instructors
read and evaluated the first materials reccived in an attempt to make sure
that our individual choices for feedback were appropriate and An agreement.
Since it would not be possible for both instructors to continue to read ali
of the student materials, we wanted to ensure that our notions of feedback
were oompatible so that students would not be subjected to clashing opinions
of their work or divergent interpretations of the readings and units in the
text.

After establishing such agreement, we usually divided the mail--each
getting half. The mail was also sorted in such a way as to guarantee that
all students would receive responses from both instructors at different
times. (We did choose to present individual points of vier to the ltnd;ntaz
we just, didn't want them to suffer conflicting ones.) On receiving students®

work, we tried to send out our responses within one week. At the outset,
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Dr. Champagne wrote out his feedback by hand while I typed mine. After
just a short time, I stopped typing becsuse it caused a delay in responding.
Throughout the 15-week term, the 17 students who completad the oourse (from

the 42 students who staried it) received 301 pages of feedback on the 1066 pages
of material they subsitted. Of course the students who did not complete the

course in the prescribed 15 weeks did submit materials and did, therefore,

receive fosdback. The total volume of correspondence is considerably greater
than the 1367 pages mentioned here. (For numbers of pages of feedback per

student snd pages of work per student, see Appendix A.)

(N.B» The figures are for numbers of pages written on. JNot all were

complote pages of correspondence. Some of the work shests from the text show

notting more than check marks in colusns of choices. Similarly, not all

feedback covered s full page. Furthermore, feedback was also provided for andio

tapes that were submitted by some students for specific sections of the

oourse work.)
The way the feedback was written is, of oourse, equally as important as

the way in which 1t was returned. An examination of 45 pages of this feedback

(which comprise the total feedback recsived by four of the students who
completed the course within the term) shows some Anteresting--although not

accidental-~patterns.

The separate pages of feedback are, almost without fail, addressed £~ the

individual student.
inevitable distance imposed on

More than hulf of the pleces of feedback includ
More than half include questions to the stucent; questions

calls and letters

Trds practice vas a consclous effort to overcome ihe
students and teachers of external studies. .
e some personal--often

aneddotel--note.
that were intended to be taken seriously. And the phone

received suggest that often they were taken seriously.
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The bulk of feedback from these L5 pages was broken down into several

gross categories which show that: more than half provided .ddiﬁoml infor-
mation; more than half offered some form of specific praise/reinforcemsnt

for good work in the unit; more than one=third made specific recommendations
for revision or future work; more than half made use of the opportunity to
provide additional instruction--especially contextual; more than one-third
jdentified specific eriticism; all contained at least one form of evaluation--
and ususlly not only that of a letter grade. (For numbers and categories of
feodback, see Appendix B.) There is no clear connection between grade and
the amount of feedback. All students received all of the different categories
of feedback, at different times in the tern. |

Both instructors were adsmantly convinced that such thorough and voluminous
feedback was of great importance, Even though tho writing of such an extensive
amount of feedback required an approximate average of 20 hours each week
(combined time for both instructors), it was felt that the effort was necessary.

¥nile certainly self-serving, it would, unfortunately, be less than
omdid to suggest that no faux pas were committed in this attempt at personal
feedback. There is cne especially clear mewory nf a student who took justifiable
offense at this instructor's sarcastic reaction to the repested use of a
currently fashionable term, making, as I did, the accusation that the word was
more a rallying cry than a mseaningful adjective, It is important to note,
however, that this is the only incident that 1s easily recalled.

During the time of the course, the practice of providing extensive feedback
was supported by little more than bias. But a particularly useful investi-
gation by Dr. Doris Gow has ylelded validation for our prejudice.

Dr. Gow also has prepered and taught an external-studies program at the
University of Fittsburgh. Following her own instruction of the course, and

.




also following the instruction of the same coursa by another professor,
. Gow collected unit rating sheets from both classes of students as data
for the formative evaluation of course materials. These sheets (See Appendix C
for examples.) reveal striking differences in the rating of the ssme materials
at different times, as taught by different professors. For example, the
totel zamber of "Very Good™ ratings returned at the time of Dr. Gow's
instruction is 152; the total number of "Very Foor" ratings from the same
class is sero. In this case, absolute ratings possible (all students
responding for all units) for any category would be 805. Equivalent numbers
of unit ratings returned at the time of the second professor's instruction
are 27 and 16, respectively. &n absolute for any category in this case
woiusd aqal 550.

iv Dre Gow reports (in Qurrisulum Design and Dovelopment Project,

Final feport, Pederal Project no. 0-9043-B):

It was interesting to note the difference in unit ratings
ander different instructors. The comments revealod an even greater
difference in student opinion of the instructional mzterials then
did the numerizs? ratings. Also, 18 of 23 students of instructor
one ocunt.;iisd intw the second trirester while only 3 students out
of 16 continusd from the class of instructor two.

Siase the course is self snstructionsl and is meant to be
resdily disseminable 1t was important tc find out why this difference
occurred. With only three snteraction sessions a trimester, two
of which were given over largely to testing, the student/instructor
4nteraction ecould not have cauged this difference.

of the student posttests revesled & rather dramatic
difference in amount and type of feedback. Instructor number one,
whose students reported an overwhelmingly positive reaction to
the units wrote extensive comments on every posttest. Instructor
number two wrote relstively few comments. ’

There was also a clear difference in the type of feedback.
Instructor two usually gave feedback in the form of questions or
in a negative form. For "Ihis is not backward chaining, ¥

t explaining what it was or giving an example of the
principle the student was attempting « ¢ o
Instructor nuaber one, on the other hand, responded to a
ed correctly by doing one or more
possible alternative hierarchies and suggesting that the stadent
consider them. In response to an objective requiring the
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student to "demonstrate awareness of the instructional strategies

on which the program is based," the question was not only "By

doing what?" Ain exsmple was given, as well, "by defining the

rationale for each." N

ad:

As a result of this experience in field testing the materials,

it was apparent that the instructor's manual must stress feedbaok

and must emphasise the confusions which can result for students

atteapting self-instruction for the first time.

Dr. Gow oconcludes that:

e o o the amount of feedback which might be acceptable when

students and instructor are meeting each week is totally insufficient

when the student cannot readily ask questions and receive

answers.

It must be granted that there exists a possibility that the differences
in ratings returned by different students at different times to differemt
instructors for the same materials are some function of a variable other
than feedback. DBocause the differences are so definite, hiowrver, it seems
likely that this variable acoounts for at least a substantial portion.

At sny rate, our best guesses at the worth of our feedback efforts--
oven with validation--is for nought if it is not perceived and supported by
the students for whom it was written.

At the last of the three class-interaction sessions, the instructors
passed out to the students an evaluation questionnaire that was to be filled
out and returned at the students® convenience. It was not specifically
requested that students sign the questionnaires so there is no way to
determine the extent of experiences represented in their responses. Some
questionnaires may well have boen completed and returned by students who
were, at that point, in relatively early stages of the course work.
Nonetheless, all of the questiomnaires were reviewed and the responses that
appeared wers collected.

In answering questions sbout the presentation of the feedback, the
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students established some agreement in attitude. Of 17 responses, only one

believed that the feedback supplisd was not of appropriate length. Thoze
who replied to the question with more than one word nade the following
comments: not clear; long enough tc be helpful; gave strength to the
course; would like more; feedback excellent, humane, concise, insightful,
length good. _

When asked if typing would have improved the feedback, all respondents
said, "No." Surprisingly, four of the 16 students answering the question
explained that they found hand-written feedback to be more “personal.”

Ten students believed that their feedback had been returned to them
in a reasonable amount of time, but four did not. Ina terxinal ocomment,
one student complained that it took 3=l weeks to receive some replies.
This came as a surprise to both instructors but there is no evidence to
dispute the criticism.

Eight students believed that 1t would have been preferrable u submit
larger rather than smaller units of work at a time. Seven others felt

that that was not the case.
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OTILITY AND CLARITY OF FEEDBACX

The need for clear, useiui feedback i cbricus. How to provide swch
feedback is not. This problem 4s further complicated by the otligatory questions:
"Qear to whom?" and *Useful to whom?® Each profession defines its owm
yoosbulary and those of us who meke use of the wgocepted” connotation/
denotation frequently run the risk of confusing those who can't. This is
an especially pertinent problem to educators who are in the business of
snitiating the uninitiated. Farthermore, for feedback messages to be
useful, they must arise from s clear understanding of the materials on which
they are feeding beck information. And that requires that the original
saterials be clear. ind that completes the frustrating cycle of confusion.

To bemoan the writing skills of students would not be useful. To
offer remedies would .0t be possible. m this paper can do is describe
the eofforts that weic made in this course and convey the reactions of the
students.

The specific categories .ot feedback have been discussed proviously.

(See Appendix B.) What remains to be considered is a specific appraisal
of the individual responses. (For examples of individual ptoon of feedbaok—-
, again, from the 45 pages alrsady sentioned-esee Appendix D.)

in examination of the fesdback sent to students shows that the
feedback is individualigad. That this should be so0 is hardly & major -
revelation--until it is realised that there have been thoughts of doling

out oritical feedback from standardigsed collections.

The feedbaock 1s individualised in the sense that each ploce addresses
a particular individual, commenting on & specific plece of work. Criticism,




praise, additional instruction, evaluation, agreement, oontextual infor-
mation, cautions, recommendstions, questions, and personal recollections
are all directed at specific pleces from the individual student's work.

The tone of all of the feedback reflects this specificity. It is
thoroughly personal. Because both instructors fully realised that their
message> were intended for only one person, 4t was completely comfortable
for"thu to write personal letters, making use of shared information,
shared .ttiiudu. obscenities, jokes, sarcasm, word plays, opinion, and
expected confidentiality as was deemed appropriate. (The volume of
private, reciprocal communication supported this sort of intimacy.)

Both instructors shared an enthusiastic feeling for the sincere
ocomitment that was demonstrated in a considerable portion of the students®
work. It was felt that the instructors' own personal commitment fostered
such reactions to a large degres. But to be sure, it is, again, necessary
to refer to the students for confirmation.

" fen students beldeved that the feedback helped to clarify the expect-
ations of the instructors. Of the two who did not agree, one explained
that, so far, (s)he had only received one plece of feedback at the time
(s)he completed the questionnaire. Other comments were included, such as:
teachers are very critical; feedback male work more meaningful, Twelve
students found the feedback easy to understand; two did not. One replied,
"Most of the time" and another answered, "Not always.” Of 15 students ¢
responding, only one criticiged the feedback as being too general. The
14 others believed that it was neither necessary to make the feedback
more specific nor more general. All 13 students responding to the
question agreed that the feedback supplied was relevant to them.

In responding to questions concerning whether the feedback demon-
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strated that the instructors understood the students' works, 10 said that
it had, one said that it had not, and one each replied, "Most of the time,"
“Sometimes," and "Questionable." Six students said that they would be
more personal in their communications if they took this type of course=-
from these same instructors--agsin. Eight believed that they would be
neither less nor more personal. bhen asked if the feedback had been
sufficiently attentive to issues raised by the students in their work,
13 said that it had, while one did not feel that it had been consistently
attentive.

m@mwa»ukdummwmmtmmm
students were made to feel ill-at-ease by the instructors’ feedback. Six
students said, "Mo." Sevsn others found that there had been such occasions.
These students supplied the following remarks: couldn't reply except by phone;
Mludomomrwhichughtbonnoctodinhmmits already com-
pleted; have trouble writing my meaning; instructor labeled "feminism®
pseudo-chic jargon which has as such meaning as open education which the
t.nch;r didn't label jargon; yes, but acceptable criticism; yes, when the
jnstructor said he couldn't read my work; disagreed with comments and

oouldn?t respond.




EXTERNAL AND TRADITIONAL INSTRUCTION

External instruction, as an issue, 18 receiving oconsiderable attention
at this time. It would not, however, be useful for this paper to extend
gcnu'anut;iom about the current controversy. 7This offort will only
report the attitudes of the students and instructors from the first offer-
ing of the University of Pittsburgh's course, Curriculum and Supervision 880,

then asked to comment on the nature of external instruction®s possible
differences from traditional instructlon, students made these comments:
more individualiged; more structured because of fewer meetings; more tine
to think; requires a lot of time, requires real comitaent from students;
mach more work and no immediste——at the shoulder--feedback; I need a tradi-
tionsl ocourse; the materials must be clearer and the course more structured;
don't have the value of discussion; colder--can't relate with fellow students;
requires more of student; students must be more self-disciplined; external-
studies is harder; more work and more jndividuslized. Two students perceived
no difference, according to their responses.

The next question asked whether students expected s difference in
amount of feedback from an external-studies course than from a traditional
class. One student expected no difference. The others who responded to this
question snswered these ways: there has to be feedback in & traditional
class if you use the professor; more feedback 15 necessary (in external
studies); more feedback was received, but not as spontaneously; feedback
should be individualiged, tut I'm not saying it wasn't; depends on the
student~-1 needed feedback; I expect very good feedback; yes, more written
feedback; yes, the fesdback 1s more direct btut there is little evaluation;

23
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feedback must be written; external studies require much mors feedback;
external-studias students get more personal feedback; expect more feedback.

Of 15 students, one believed that an average instructor does not need
special skills to manage an external-studies oourse. The other 14 respondents
suggested these speclal skills: patience in reading assignments; skill
to make comments constructive and not damaging; perception--khat does the
student say? What does the student mean?; must respond meaningfully;
drive to get feedback to students; mst be more specific; yes--in structur-
ing the program to be self-instructive; clerical and ability to second-
gueés the meaning behind the word; clesrer--faster; ability to individualise;
curriculun design and clarity in feedback.

Mine students believed they "got to know" their instructors, listing
feedback, class sessions, and phone calls as the ways in which they developed
rapport. Five others did not feel that they "got to know™ the instruotors.

It is interesting that the general tone of comments--from the students--
is so clearly supported by the individual attitudes of both of the instructors.

The instructors® worst criticism of this particular external-studies
offering was that it required so much time. As has been mentioned before,
writing vhat was considered to be appropriate feedback required at least
20 hours each week--on the average. This time is in addition to the hours
of planning for each class session. These planning sessions were probably
longer than average also, since there was so much material provided by
the students iliuminating the 1ssues which needed attention.

In fact, an interview of both instruct-rs revealed the bolief that
external instruction is generally more difficult to teach than traditional
snstruction. For those teachers who enjoy the immediate reactions of

students, this mode poses a problem: such pleasures are not similarly

16
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available. As the students said, there is no immediate feedback. This
problem leads directly to another. The feedback that is supplied must

stand by itself. All contextual inferences that might othervise mediate
feedback mst be carefully written by the instructorsi they have nothing

to rely on but what they clearly say. This lack of support insists that all
instruction=-in the materials and in the feedback-=be clear enough for
readers to be able to understand the first time, without the aid of
questions or other elsboration, External instruction requires plamning
that is consistently more careful than that required by traditional course
work.

These restraints, the instructors believe, impose the necessity of
certain special skills; skills very often the same as those identified by
the students. Teachers of external instruction must be able to write with
exceptional clarity. They must quickly and clearly reveal their owm
expectations so that 4t is possible for students to meet them. They mst
often overcome the desire to criticise vhat a student has written when it
seems possible that that is not what the student nomt_. They muast be able to
write fesdback that focuses on what the students meant in a way that can
be useful to the (individual) student. And, of course, they must muste>
the necessary self-discipline to actually sit down with ctudents' materialy,
read them, consider them, evaluate them, diagnose their weaknesses, and write.

Despite all of these pertinent and very real criticisms, however,
both instructors believe that there is no information--and not all that
many skills--that cannot be taught in this mode i all of the necessities
are respected. In his interview, Ir. Champagne ssid, "I think anything 1
teach in a traditional setting I can teach in external studies.® Both

snstructors believe that the performance of the students in this course
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\ui at least as good as the performance @h&t 4s to be found in traditional
classes, The grades earned by the students in this class were favorably
comparable to classroom snstruction, even though the standards may well
have been higher. There was even SOme feeling that external studies may
be superior to the traditional mode because, since the students are not
allowed the privilege of sitting quietly in the back of classes, students
work harder. Furthermore, the volume of correspondence provides a clearer
understanding of the students® progress and needs, which allows for more
diagnostic teaching, naking the instructor work harder. Of course, again,
becsuse all communication 1is written, instructors and students mst be
clearer in what they ex:-ess than is necessary in classrooms where both
have the opportunity to ask questions immediately.

A1l of the aforementioned conditions establish a situation of
individualised snstruction--which takes more time. “hese conditions also,
howsver, foster a situation in which grading is easler because there are

so many pleces of work thdn can contribute to a falr evaluation,

18
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COMCLUSIONS

On the whole, students believed that external instruction should

provide a great deal of clearly written, personal, individualised, specific

feedback as quickly as possible. The feedback should not be overly harsh.

‘nu'y believed that an average instructor who was going to teach an
external course would need the following skills and abilities: patience;

clarity in writing: sufficient self-discipline to quickly evaluate and return

papers; olerical} resding between the liness individualisation; curriculum

design.

Most of the students who responded to the questionnaire believed
know" thelr instructors and that this was very important.
rtunities for contact between students

that they "got to

They still felt that the important oppo

and teachers should be made easier. In a final comment, students replied

as follows: enjoyed course, looking forward to continuings new experience,

plenty of work; satisfying: unitz too long and involved, confusing: should

s-fail; lots of work but I enjoyed it; don't
at a bad time.

be mor:: classes; should be pas

approve of contractsj course was offered

Once again, the instructors! comments are very similar. They are

=ast succinctly expressed as in one of the students' remarks:

perhaps

4 lot of work but 1 enjoyed it.

External instrustion is not seen, by these instructors, as & possible

replacement for traditional instruction. It would,
jnvolved. Not all students

at least in one sense,

be a poor replacement because of the time

ocould manage this form of learning. Students must certainly be self-

potivated and self-disciplined and willing to experiment. The traditional

19
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But such differences do not in any wvay
When asked if he

coping mechanisas don't worke.
undermine some of the accepted norms of instruction. .

felt as though he had gotten to know his external-studies students,

Dr. Champagne replied,
I don't ikmow their faces put I know how they think."
external instructor with which

¥I know their minds a greater percentage better.

Clearly there are real pressures on an
a man or & woman in front of & blackbosrd never need reckon.
¢ experience with Curriculum snd Supervision 880 suggests that
stand them in good stead. The demand that external
to so clearly conceptualise, organise,

Bat the

instructors
such reckoning may

instruction imposes on & teacher

and then teach such a large body of jnformation/skills can have

prepare,
no untoward effect on later performances.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

1. External-studies courses should never be viewed as cost-cutting
measures.

2. External oourses should be offered to explain the partiocular
nmnagwment skills that are required by external courses.

3. Some attention should be given to revising the wo;-k load of
professors who offer external-studies courses because these courses can
demand more time.

4. All feedback should be individualized.

5, All feedback should be exiensive.

6. All feedback should be pursonal.

7. Hand-written feedback is acceptable.

8. Efforts should be made to evaluate the idea of offering feedback
in less time-consuming ways. It may be useful to offer feedback on sudio
tapes which can more easily carry some of the nuances of our messages, as
through voocal but not verbal cues. Tape requires less time than writing as well.

9. Instructors should mske use of feedback as a vehicle for further,
individualiged instruction.

10. All feedback should be returned as quickly as possible.

11. It would most likely be useful to propose student ciusters so
that students can meet to share ideas. This could offer peer feedback.

{2. Externsl instructors must be available to students in other ways
than through written feedback.
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APPENDIX A

Student

two
three
four

five

seven
eight
nine

eleven
tvolv_o
thirteen
fourteen
fifteen
sixteen

seventeen

Pages of feedback
14

15
29
11

8
20
24
16
12
19
15
19
21
15
20
22

13

Pages of student work

S
22
101
67
H
62
uhy
35
93
65
X
61
114
38
7
105
3

A%
(4
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APPENDIX B

Categories of Feedback
Caution

Braluation

Information

Instruction

Question

Reinforcement

Sarcasm

Specific Criticism )
Specific Recommendation

Mumber of Instances

&
n

o B R 83 8
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APPENDIX C

(Taken from Dr. Doris Gow's Qurriculum Design and Development Pro
Final Report, Federal Project no. 0- W}Bi

Representative Unit Ratinz Sheet for Instructor One

Very
Good Good Average Foor

1. 7The subject matter relevancy
to your own interests (pro- [ 5 ?
fessional or otherwise)

2. 1The olarity of objectives 11 ? 5

3. 1he degree to which the objec-
tives and materials provide
the information necessary to 2 6 5 1
acoomplish the unit objeo-
tives

h. The interest vaiue of the
readings

x
n
AV
O

5. The sssistance of self-
scored tests to self 5 7 5
evaluation

8. The instructional value of
the exercises (if applicable 2 4 2 1
to this unit)

7. The instructional value of
the study guide(s) b 10 3




Representative Unit Rating Sheet for Instructor Two

Very Very
Good Good Average Foor Poor

1. The subject matter relevancy
to your own interests (pro- 3 2 - 1
fegsional or othervise)

2. The clarity of objectives 1 2 3

3. 1he degres to which the objec-
tives and materials provide
the information necessary to 2 1 2 1
.acoomplish the unit objec-
tives

G.  The interest value of the
readings 1 3 1 1

5. The assistance of self-
soored tests to self | | 2 1 1
evaluation

8. The instructional value of
the exercises (if applicable 2 1 3
to this unit)

7+ The instructional value of
the study guide(s) 2 1 2 1




APPREDIX D
(N.B. These samples of feedback have been typed for this paper; originally
all were hand-written.)

Semple One
Name

1. Oompatibtdlity will have to be only cne of the criteria. A balance
of skills is also necessary.

2. Time depends on training and/or ability to be honestly confronting
to get out issues rather than surface agreement. In most teams I've worked
with, our effectiveness grew to really autonomous stages for about s year,
then, unless we deliberately sought other areas to work on, we remained
comfortable at that stage tut gradually just knew each other's quirks and
problem areas. The three years seems too long a time to me. I'd guess if
we went through leadership training for a week or two together we could
rapidly accelerate this effectiveness.

3. Or triviality, but if the group is truly split, over program, then
it's best to find it our early and either change them or move them out.

4. My sampling will bias results. You must simply decide which biases
you wish to live with and which ones you want to know about.

5. Mtonomy is always relative and contracts may raise the relative
level depending on how they are drawn and the processes used in drawing then.

6. You've got the process defined in its real purposes.

7. Egos are not necessarily pummeled by evaluation if it is not seen
as an attempt to prove fallure, but rather as an attesmpt to develop success
further. I lmow this is idealistic, but, based on our evaluation of this
first term course, I am rewriting whole sections to improve them. I don't
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feel badly at all. I recognise that they will get better than their present
good stats to me of Nirvana.
3¢ You've hit the issues.

Really a good analyst.

Grade

Signature

Sample Two
Nane

1. Ve g0 into this area in greater detail in a later unit (Kappa)
which will be ready for Fall term, but you have used and applied the ideas
thoughtfully. The essential idea is the centrality of pluning based
on goals, and the repeated training. You express that idea.

I'd integrate the one-to-one supervision more carefully with the
ineservice development effort. All teachers need some one-to-one.
Some for remediation, some for reinforcement, and some for extended

mastery.
Signature
Grade
&gl_.o Three
Name

In none of the three role grids is there a "Member's Response™ expressed
in teras of behavior. It was intended that this heading denote a plece of
action performed in response to the threatening change. While your descrip-
tion of the member's responsive mood may be wholly accurate, it is less
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revealing than forecasted action. Farthermore, action is far easier to
react to than are generalized emotions.

2. Yes, that is one intent of the exercise. At the same time, it
is hoped that, by charting the activities, interactions, norms, and sen-
tiaente, it will becons essier to decipher patterns of the persons/personslities
wvith whom you work.

3d. What will be the child's resction to perceiving your pity?

What are your norms? What is consistent sbout the behaviors of teachers
that has a strong effect on the students? (The interactions, sentiments,
astivities, and norms are intended te be those of the teachers you might
supervise. For the moment, exclude the children—-except as reactants to
teacher behaviors.)

We have chosen not to grade this exorcise in an attempt to give as
mach direction as possible, hoping to naximige the probability of success.

Signature

Sgaple Four
Nome

ystem 1
d. This is a good summary. It tebulates information without polluting

it with inferences.

e. Seoond statement is worthwhile but the first hinges on the value
judgement of relative efficiency.

f. Good inferences.

g. True, but that's not the goal of the classroonm (hopefully) and

these limits are just something we have to work with.




System 2
b. This observation tool does not yleld information about interaction.

It only quantifies physical placement.

o It is important to realise the strict confines of the data ocollected.

Systea 3

3. Good summary.

The use of these observation tools is quite good. It is still necessary,
however, to deal with all of their limitations, realicing that hard

data is ususlly narrow data.

Grade
Signature
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